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ABSTRACT 

This report supplements tvo earlier 1973 reports by 
the authors concerning process product relationships in the first 
year of the Texas Teacher Effectiveness Project. The present report 
supplements the linear correlations given in the earlier reports by 
presenting nonlinear relationships in these data. Many such 
relationships indicate that optimal teaching in low socioeconomic 
status schools differs in many ways from optimal teaching in high 
socioeconomic status schools. A narrative section of 13 pages is 
followed by: Table 1, Process Variables Correlating Positively in 
Title I Schools But Negatively in Non-Title I Schools with Product 
Criteria; Table 2, Process Variables Uncorrelated with Product 
Criteria in Title I Schools But Negatively Correlated in Non-Title I 
Schools; Table 3, Process Variables Correlating Negatively in Title I 
Schools But Positively in Non-Title I Schools with Product Criteria; 
Table 4, Process Variables Uncorrelated with Product Criteria in 
Title I Schools But Correlated Positively in Non-Title I Schools; and 
Table 5 Process-Product Relationships in Title I and Non-Title I 
Schools. (Authors) 
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Appendix to First Year Dat a of Texas Teacher Effectiveness Project: 
Complex Relationships between Teacher Process Variables and Student Outcome Measures 

The present report contains data to supplement those contained in 
two earlier reports (Brophy and Evertson, 1973; Evertson and Brophy, 1973) 
which contain zero order correlation coefficients relating teacher process 
variables (both high and low inference) to student residual gain scores on 
the word knowledge, word discrimination, reading, arithmetic computation, 
and arithmetic reasoning subtests of the Metropolitan Achievement Tests, 
The data were taken in the classrooms of a pool of 31 second aiid third grade 
teachers specially selected because they had shown consistency across four 
years in the relative amounts of student learning gains that they produced 
on the Metropolitan tests (see Brophy and Evertson, 1973, for details). Cor- 
relation coefficients relating each process variable to each product outcome 
variable were presented for the total group of teachers (maximum N equal 31 )„ 
for teachers working in Title I schools (maximum N equal 13), and for teachers 
working in non-Title I schools (maximum N[ equal 18). Although most N f s were 
at or near the maximum, some were considerably lower because the process 
variable involved was not observed and thus could not be coded in several 
classrooms. 

One of the rejor findings running throughout the data of the two previous 
reports was that variables which correlated with student learning gain in Title I 
schools often did not correlate with learning gain in non-Title I schools, and 
vice versa. These data, along with the work of Soar and his col leagues (Soar, 
1972), which showed that certain process -product relationships are significant 
but nonlinear, led us to supplement our original correlational analyses with the 
present set of analyses planned to identify process-product relationships in our 
own data which are more complex than simple zero order correlations. Using a 
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program developed toy Or. Donald Veld man of the Ftes^onrch and Uovolopmont Confer 
for Teacher Education, these analyses used a series of regression models to 
successively test three null hypotheses regarding the relationships between 
the process variable and product criterion In both the Title I and non-Title I 
distributions: 

1) Different quadratic slopes. A significant probability value here 
indicates that one or both of the process-product relationships 
(that is, the relationship within the Title I schools and/or the 
relationship within the non-Title I schools) is curvilinear, and, 
in addition, that the curves for the two distributions are sig- 
nificantly different from each other. This is the most complex kind 
of relationship tested. If this test does not prove statistically 
significant, as is typically the case, the following test is per- 
formed* 

2) Common quadratic sfopes. A significant probability value here 
indicates that the process-product relationship Is curvilinear in 
both the Title I and the non-Title I distributions, and, in addition, 
that the curves representing the relationship in each of these two 
distributions do not differ significantly from each other. This 
may mean that the two distributions have essentially the same curve, 
or it may mean that the distributions have the same shaped curve, but 
with the curve rotated somewhat in one of the distributions so that 
it has the same shape as tha other curve but does not completely over- 
lap it. Such an effect would also register later as a significant 
linear slopes difference. If neither of these first two statistical 
tests is statistically significant, the Implication is that no quadratic 
relationship exists between the process variable and the product criterion. 
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In this case, the next statistical test is performed. 
3) Different linear slopes. A significant probability value for this 
test indicates that the process-product relationship is linear 
in both distributions, but the regression lines differ significantly 
from each other. This rr&y mean a positive relationship in one 
group and a negative relationship in the other, or a strong positive 
or negative relationship In one group and little or no relationship 
in the other. These date usually could be inferred from the con- 
trasting correlation coefficients presented in the previous two 
reports, but they are included In the present report so that inter- 
ested readers will know which of these contrasting correlation 
coefficients did and which did not Involve a significantly different 
linear relationship between the Title I and non-Title I distributions. 
These inferences cannot always be made safely from the data in the 
previous two reports, because many apparently strong correlations 
are not statistical ly significant when a very small number of teachers 
were included on the measure involved. 

Organization of the Present Repor t. To avoid needless and lengthy repetition 
concerning the background of the study and the zero order correlations among 
process and product variables in the sample as a whole and in the Title I and 
non-Title I schools, much of this information has been omitted from the present 
report. Thus, the present report is written as a supplement to the previous 
two, and readers should consult these previous reports before reading the present 
one if they have not already done so. The relationships to be described should 
be readily understandable whether or not one has read the previous reports, but 
In drawing Implications from them, one needs tc vleiy them in the broader context 
[pof the findings of the study as a whole, and for this one needs the previous 
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reports as background information. 

To simplify the presentation, linear relationships have been grouped 
according to their form rather than according to the variables involved. 
For example, many of the relationships showing significantly different linear 
slopes for the two distributions involve a positive correlation between the 
process variable and the product criterion In the Title I distribution and a 
negative correlation in the non-Title I distribution. For convenience, and to 
eliminate unnecessarily repetitious verbal description of the nature of such 
relationships, all process-product relationships of this type are presented 
together. Similarly, relationships involving no relationship in the Title I 
schools but a significant negative relationship in the non-Title I schools are 
presented together, and so on. Th<*i linear relationships to be described will 
be grouped in this way. The nonlinear relationships, which are often difficult 
to describe and interpret, will be presented in visual form in Table 5. Discussion 
of these data will be delayed until replication data from the second year of 
the study are available. 

To save space in the tables, the product criteria will be identified with 
initials only: WK - word knowledge, WD = word discrimination, R - reading, 
AC - arithmetic computation, and AR = arithmetic reasoning. Also, decimal points 
have ^een omitted from the correlation coefficients. 

Process Variables Correlating Positively In Title I Schoo ls an d Negatively in 
Non-Title I School s . Tables 1-4 contain Information about variables shewing 
contrasting linear slopes In the two distributions. Process variables which were 
positively correlated with student learning gains in Title I schools but negatively 
correlated In non-Title I schools are shown In Table I. Usually one or both of the 
zero order correlations reached statistical significance, but not always. 

O 
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In caw; where nolthor zero ordor correlation w/is stot 1st ic;n I ly slrmi f Ic.wil , 
the direction of correlation was still opposite In tho two rjroups .irwl 



trasting linear slopes. 

The Table I data elaborate points already made in the previous papers: 
Students in Title I schools did better with well-planned, teacher-dominated 
instruction, while students lift non-Title I schools did better with student- 
centered. Indirect Instruction; maintenance of control and general management 
were important in both groups but especially Important in the Title I schools; 
students fn the non-Title I schools needed to be challenged with difficult 
questions and could be adequately and even optimally handled *lth brief 
feedback, while students In Title I schools needed to be "overt-aught," 
requiring longer feedback and more Individual attention. Calling on volunteers 
apparently was a successful strategy in non-Title I schools, presumably because 
the students were highly motivated, while teachers in Title I schools often had 
to preselect the respondent rather than call on a volunteer in order to insure 
wide participation. 



Table 2 shows variables which usuaVly^fere uncorrelated with product 
criteria in the Title I schools but were negatively correlated in the non-Title I 
schools. Many of these relationships are unsurprising, although some deserve 
comment. Note that the percentage of correct answers is negat i vely correlated 
with student learning gains in the fion-Title I schools, again pointing up the 
need for teachers to challenge these children with difficult material rather than 
to overdwell to the point of needless drill. The negative correlations between 
the frequency with which teachers thanked children for carrying out management 



sufficiently strong to produce a significant effect In the test for con- 
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requests was unexpected, although the contrast between Title I and non-Title I 
schools on tnis variable bears out St. John's '( 1971). findings that child 
orientation Is more important for teachers working with disadvantaged children. 
In any case, in non-Title I schools this expression of politeness and courtesy 
was negatively associated with student learning gains. 

The group difference on the measure of repeating the question versus 
rephrasing the question or asking a new question probably reflects a difference 
in the difficulty level of questions asked at the two kinds of schools. Re- 
peating the question was uncorrected with student learning gains in the Title I 
schools, where more of the questions were probably at an easier or more basic 
level, but It had a strong negative correlation in the non-Title I schools. 
Most probably, repetition of a question that was not answered the first time by 
a student in a non-Title I school was tantamount to pointless pumping of the 
student, so that provision of help In the form of rephrasing the question or 
asking a new question was more appropriate than simply repeating the original 
question. 

The data for criticism following failure to respond and behavioral criticism 
following student-initiated comments (criticizing the student for having called 
out a comment without raising his hand) probably are related to the point made 
above. Again, most probably the majority of times when a student in a non-Title I 
school did not answer, he did not know the answer and could not respond, so that 
criticism was unfair and unjust. Similarly, most probably the majority of student- 
initiated comments made lr\ these schools were relevant to the topic, so that 
criticism was probably inappropriate in most cases, although a short reminder 
concerning the rules about calling out comments might have been appropriate. 
In contrast, failures to respond amorcg Title I students probably were more often 
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Inappropriate or irre levant • Even whore they were relevant, classroom 
management was a greater problem In the Title I schools, that criticism 
might have been more appropriate If the teacher were dealing with a continuing 
.problem of students' failure to raise their hands and wait their turn rather 
than just calling out answers at wil!. 

The data regarding teacher failure to give feedback after the student 
responded to an opinion question are puzzling, in that negative relationships were 
expected In the Title ! schools, where the students are generally less likely to know 
whether or not their response is appropriate or correct than are students in 
non-Title I schools. However, failure to give feedback was highly negat ? vely 
correlated with learning gains in the non-Title I schools but was uncorrelated 
with learning gains in the Title I schools. 

The negative correlation between praise of student-initiated comments 
and student learning gains in the non-Title I schools, although surprising, is 
but one of a large number of similar findings regarding praise In this study. 
Despite the near-unanimous stress on the importance of praising students, the 
present investigation regularly found teacher praise to be either uncorrelated 
or negatively correlated with measures of student learning gains. See Brophy 
and Evertson (1973) for a more complete discussion of this topic. 

Table 3 contains variables which correlated negatively with learning gains 
in Title I schools, but positively in non-Title I schools. These are relateo 
to many of the data in Table I, and again stress the importance of manacerent 
and of providing individualized feedback and good instruction to students in 
Title I schools. Thus, Title I teachers could not merely wait for attention and 
expect to get it; they had to use more active methods. Further, they could not 
<jelay explanations; the children in these schools needed immediate explanations 
^ in order to proceed with their work. They could not just call on volunteers, 
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since this would have restricted the discussion to a relatively small number 
of children who were highly motivated and competent. Also, they had to "over- 
teach.' 1 Too much questioning, relative to explanation and demonstration, was 
maladaptive in Title I schools, and relatively high frequencies of wrong 
answers were negatively correlated with student learning gains in these schools, 
even though they were positively correlated with learning gains in the non-Title I 
schools. 

Tne reading group data show the importance of the teacher in a Title I 
scnool staying with a student who has made a mistake, providing him with help by 
rephrasing the question or giving a clue rather than simply repeating the question 
giving the answer, or moving on to someone else. This is part of a larger pattern 
shown on a great number of measures from our study suggest ing that it is of 
primary importance for teachers in Title I schools to get a r esponse from the 
student with whom they are dealing at the time; whereas, in non-Title I schools, 
it is primarily important that the teacher get the answer to the question she has 
asked, but not particularly important that she get the answer from the student 
who was asked the question originally. 

In other words, students in non-Title I schools apparently learn just as well 
whether they answer questions themselves or whether they observe and listen while 
someone else answers* However, sustained interaction with the teachers in which 
they themselves respond appears to be an important experience for the students in 
Title I schools. 

The final variable, indicating a negative re!ationsh ip between Integrating 
relevant student-initiated comments into the discussion and student learning gains 
in Title I schools, contradicts directly much of the typical advice given to 
teachers, particularly the stress on the use of student Ideas. Our data suggest 
that, while such advice may be useful for teachers in non-Title I schools, in 



Title I schools the Importance of maintaining classroom con fro I supercedes tin* 
importance of variables such as use of student ideas. Apparently, teachers ir 
the Title I schools were continually bombarded with student- i nit iated comment*:, 
and teaching the students to raise their hands first and get teacher recognition 
before calling out a comment was one of the major control problems facing them. 
Consequently, integration of student- t nit iated comments, even relevant ones, was 
negatively correlated with learning gains in these schools. 

Table 4 contains variables that were uncorrelated with student learning 
gains in Titles I schools but which were positively correlated with learning gains 
in non-Title I schools. Most of these involve provision of process feedback, and 
the contrasting pattern between the two types of schools probably reflects both 
the kinds of activities going on in the schools and the capacity of the students 
to benefit from extended explanations. Students in the non-Title I schools 
probably were more likely to benefit from such extended process explanations, and 
they were dealing with more difficult and higher level material which leant it- 
self to more frequent and more appropriate use of such explanations. Hence the 
difference in correlations. The data on criticism after wrong answers again points 
up the importance of challenging the students In non-Title I schools but providing 
emotional support and warmth for students in the Title I schools. Even though 
teacher praise did not have the expected positive correlations with learning 
gains, teacher criticism did have the expected negative correlations. Apparently, . 
the students did not need or want positive teacher reactions in the form of 
praise, but at the same time they were negatively affected by overreactive and 
inappropriate criticism from the teacher. In general, a noneva luat i ve, stick-to- 
tne-business-of- learning approach seemed to be the optimal one. 

These linear patterns in Tables 1-4 are also shown in Table 5, along with 



10 



data from all of the other process variables. The preceding discussion covered 
only those process variables which showed contrasting linear relationships to 
product criteria in the two distributions. These relationships are relatively 
straightforward and easy to discuss, compared to most of the nonlinear relation- 
ships shown in Table 5 below. Table 5 contains process-product relationship 
data for Title I and non-Title I schools for every process variable included in 
the study. These data are from the three successive regression analyses 
described above, and are presented for inspection by our research colleagues. 
Comments and suggestions concerning them (or any other aspect of the study) are 
welcomed. For the present, the data are presented without comment or inter- 
pretation. This is because: the data concern a large number of process variables, 
but only 31 teachers were studied, so that £- values are only suggestive; the rela- 
tionships are sometimes difficult to interpret meaningfully; the entire study is be 
replicated. Thus, interpretation of these nonlinear relationships will be witn- 
held pending the results of the replication study. 

Table 5 has been prepared so as to convey a maximum of information in a 
minimum of space. Consequently, several conventions have been adopted to conserve 
space. The following information about the table must be clearly understood if the 
table is to be read accurately: { 

1) Abbreviations have been used for the five Metropolitan Achievement Tests 
(WK = word knowledge; WD = word discrimination; R = reading; AC - 
arithmetic computation; AR « arithmetic reasoning). 

2) Decimal points have been omitted from all correlation coefficients. 

3) Variable numbers refer to the tables in the two previous reports (Brophy 
and Evertson, (973; Evertson and Brophy, 1973). Thus, Variable 1.6 refers 
to the sixth variable in Table 3 of the Evertson and Brophy paper 
(Variables I.I through 4.38 are high-inference variables from the 
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Evertson and Brophy paper; Variables Al through R 1 4 1 are low- 
inference variables from the Brophy and Everston paper — M = morning; 
A = afternoon; R = reading group). 

4) The three statistical tests used were in sequential order of precedence 
(different quadratic slopes test first/ common quadratic slopes test 
second, different linear slopes test third). If more than one of 
these tests were significant at the £ = JO level or lower, data from 
the first significant test are given In the table because they represent 
the best fits for regression lines In the two distributions (Title I 

and non-Title I schools). 

5) A cross containing four quadrants for statistical information appears 
for each possible process-product relationship. Data for Title I 
schools appear in the two left quadrants, and data for non-Title I schools 
in the two right quadrants. Data for linear relationships appear in 

the two upper quadrants, and data for non-linear relationships in the 
two lower quadrants. The number below the cross is the squared Multiple R 
indicating the percentage of variance in the product scores accounted 
for by the process variable. 

6) Data were entered in the table as follows: 

a) Where statistical tests could not be run because of low N_, or 
where N fell below 6 in one of the groups, the letters ND (No Data) 
appear. 

b) Where statistical tests were run but no relationship reached the 
.10 level of significance, the quadrants are empty , although the 
squared Multiple R appears below. 

c) Where a nonl inear test reached the .10 level of significance, curves 
showing the nature of the relationship In each of the two distributions 



are shown In the two lower quadrants . Here there are no cor- 
relations coefficients In the upper quadrants, because these are 
based on linear regression slopes and the test indicates that 
curvt 1 1 near slopes provide a better fit. Thus, the curves shown 
reflect the process-product relationships most accurately, and 
they take precedence over the zero order Pearson £ f s presented 
In the two earlier papers. 

d) Where neither curvilinear test reached the .10 significance level 
but the linear test did, the quadrants show both lines indicating 
the nature of the relationship (lower quadrants) and the corre- 
sponding Pearson £'5 (upper quadrants), as well as the squared 
Multiple R, 

e) Sometimes none of the four tests reached the .10 level of sign! fi cane 
but one or both of the Pearson £ f s did. In these instances, the 
Pearson £ f s appear In the upper quadrants but no lines appear In 

the lower quadrants. 

In sum. Table 5 contains the most precise Information available on process- 
product relationships Involving process variables included in the first year of 
our research. Where a relationship significant at the .10 level or below 
appeared, it is shown In the table. Otherwise, the data for a given relationship 
contain either? only the squared multiple R, where was large enough to al low 
analysis but no significant relationships appeared; or M ND, M indicatinq that U 
was too low to fcllow analysis or Interpretation. 
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I.jMg I. Process Variables Correlating Positively in Title I School', but 
Negatively in Non-Title I Schools with Product Criteria. 

Variable 

£ f s for r's for 

Number Process Variable Criterion Title I non-Tille I 



I.I 


Chaotic, Unplanned, Poorly Scheduled 


AC 


46 


-48* 


1 .2 


^ of T*roe Spent in Reading Groups 


WD 


54* 


—3'' 


1.3 


£ cf Tine Spent in Reading Groups 


R 


39 




1. 4 


& of Tine Spent in Reading Groups 


AC 


52* 


-4.1* 


1. 5 


£ Preselects Respondent before Question - A.M. 


AC 


45 


-35 


1. 6 


£ Answers Colled Out by Students - A.M. 


R 


55 


-30 


1. 7 


'£ Answers Called Out by a Second Student after the 
First Student Fai led to Answer - A.M. 


\\ 


36 


.y w 


i.e 


£ .Relevant Student- 1 nit iated Questions Given Long 
feedback - A.n. 


WK 


r* /i 

54 


-56** 


1. 9 


/j 'Jrudent- Initiated Contacts Given Long Feedback-A.M, 


WD 


41 


-47" * 


I. to 


Correct Answers in Reading Group 


R 


35 


-3^ 


I. II 


:" Asks New Question after Correct Answer-Reading Group 


R 


35 


-48* 




Asks Hew Question after Correct Answer-Reading Group 


AC 




-<.'c 


1.13 


!■ Asks New Oucstion after Part-Correct Answer - 

Read inn Group 


R 


33 


-5 : ,'* 


1.14 


£ Asks New Question (across all responses) - Reading 
Croup 


l> 


34 


-5?'* 


1.19 
1.16 


$ Asks Now Question (across all responses) - Reading 

Group 

S Relevant Student-Initiated Questions Not Accepted - 
Reading Croup 


AC- 
AC 


59* * 
61* 


-3 1 
-65*" 


1.17 


Teacher- Initiated Work Contacts with Long Feedback - 

Reading <Voup 




47 


-56** 



*P< . 10 **p<.05 
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7a Me /!. Process Variables Uncorrected with Product Criteria in Title ! 
Schools bur Negati voly Correlated in hon-Titlc I .Ichwly. 
Voriable r's for r'r. fi-i 

! ..... 





It; ;-_cv^ JmJ^u L r i * * rite r i on 


mioj_ 


non-1 ill* 


2.1 


■ir.rinrj, 'tepet 1 1 1 vc, Monotonous Assignments 


17 K 






2,2 




AC 


-M 




2.3 


1. fucicnt-lfiit inted Contacts Involving Personal 










Concerns rather than Work - A.M. 


R 






2.4 


,! Toachur Thanks Student Following Management Request- 








2.5 


• • 

; Toacler Thanks Student Following Management Request- 
Rorrnt/ r .?feat x ^ephr f '2'*.o+;Iev; "'.jostlon - A.*1. 


WK 
1? 


1 




2.6 


• 

UK 


-J/i 


7" 


2.7 


Repent/ -^eat+Rephrase+New Question - A.M. 


AP 


?l 




2.8 


Lhc«cc ' uo r .t f rn/ r Ycco::5+ n roduct+ChoIce Quest ion-P.M. 


P 


10 


-4 •; 


2.9 


Reno^ts 'HKsctinn nftor Part-Correct Answer - P.M. 


1-' 


-'A 


-Wi" " 


2.10 


Reports Question after Part-Correct Answer - P.M. 


AC 


-57* 




2.11 


Criticizes Following Failure to Respond - P.M. 


AC 


33 




2.12 


Praise of RcKvant Student- Initiated Coim.ient -P.M. 




-03 


: .- v v 


2.13 


( i'o levant Student- 1 nitiated Comments Accepted - 




~'j i 


~~ 'J 


2.14 


..r.'iavioral Cr?ticir*p after Relevant Student- 1 n it iatcd 










Conrcrt - r Vt. 


X 


IC 




2.15 
2.16 
2.17 


r^e-avToral Criticism after Relevant Student-Initiated 

Comment - P.M. 

..oriavf oral Criticism after Relevant student- Initiated 

Comment - P.M. 

.Jchavi ral r :c i f it Iv 1 *j ft«r Irrelevant Student-Initiated 


r.* 

AC 


V 

..' 


,' • 4 v 




Comonts • P.M. 




' * 


. / ¥ ¥ 


2.16 


tiehciviorol Criticism after Irrelevant Student-Initiated 




: ') 





Comments - 
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Variable j-'s for r f s fur 

■yraber Process Variable Criterion Title I non-Tit k- 



2.19 


Liehavioral Criticism after Relevant Student- 










Initiated Comment - Reading Group 


UK 


-46 


-4.'.' 


2.20 


uenavioral Criticism after Relevant Student- 










Initiated Comment - Reading Group 


AC 


47 


-31." 


2.21 


behavior Criticism after Relevant Student- 










Initiated Comment - Reading C>roup 


AR 


-67 


-56 




' c, Fnorlda r- V n 4- r* r- On ! n ! Oi iac t arc _ On^iH 1 mi >n 
/ Ji <w r ucuuoLr, uiili vfM n ion wuusT ions — r\tijuinfj uroup 






— U 1 


2.23 


Jfc«o Feedback after Opinion OuestTons - Reading Group 


AC 


44 




2.24 


,v Criticism in Student-Initiated Work Contacts 


R 


33 




2.25 


£ Criticism in Student-Initiated Work Contacts 


AC 


-24 


-66* 



*p<.IO *«p<.05 
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Table 3. Process Variables Correlating negatively In Title 1 Schools but Positively 
in Non-Title I Schools with Product Criteria, 



/arlable 






r_'s for 


_r's for 




°rocess Variable Criterion 


Title 1 


non-Title 


3.1 


Says Nothing, Walts as Method of Getting Attention 


R 


-27 


45* 


3.2 


Delays, Explains Later If Child Doesn't Understand 


WK 


-6G»* 


52** 


3.3 


Delays, Explains Later if Child Doesn't Understand 


AC 


-42 


35 


3.4 


% Calls on Volunteers - A.M. 


R 


-62** 


44* 


3.5 


% Cal Is on VolMnteors - A.M. 


AC 


-55** 


58** 


3.6 


New Question after Correct Answer - A.M. 


WK 


-58** 


32 


3.7 


% Relevant Student-Initiated Comments Integrated Into 










the Discussiort -* A.M, 


AC 


-79* 


22 


.5.0 


Brlef/Brief+Long feedback - A.M. 


R 


-51* 


38 


3.9 


Brief/Brlef+Long Feedback - A.M. 


AC 


-44 


45* 


X t A 

3. IU 


Choice Questlons/Producf+Process+Cholce - Reading 










Group 


AC 


-81** 


35 


3. 1 1 


% Wrong Answers - Reading Group 


WK 


-39 


44* 


3.12 


% Wrong Answers - Reading Group 


AC 


-60** 


36 


3.13 


% Wrong Answers - Reading Group 


AR 


-82** 


46* 


3.14 


Process Feedback to Part— Correct Answers— Read 1 no Grouo 


R 


-44 


45* 


3.15 


Calls on Another Child after Wrong Answer - Reading 










Group 


R 


-41 


39 


3.16 


Gives Answer after Failure - Reading Group 


WK 


-41 


40 


3.17 


Calls on Another Child after Failure - Reading Group 


WK 


-24 


55* 


3.18 


Cal Is on Another Child after Failure - Reading Group 


R 


-51* 


51** 



*p<.IO 

r ^ 



*»p<.05 



Table i>, Con1 i nucd. 



mber Process Variable 
.9 High Student Withdrawal, 

Passivity, or Aimless or 

Repetitive Behavior 

10 Clarity: Students Show Clear 

Understanding of Teacher 

Presentations 

t:ntnu%iasm: Teacher Shows 
enthusiasm, Excitement, Enjoy- 
ment 

Convergent Questioning: Most 
Questions Have CI ear-Cut Correct 
Answers 



A. Methods of Handlino Catch-up Work 
No Remediation; Child Skips 
"isscd r'ork 

Chih.; Must rVike Up Mork but Is 



Word Word Arithmetic Arithrn't" 

Knowledge Discrimination Ro a di t\Q_ Co mputet i on i^.V)Ooni n?: 



H — I — h + 

02 oi :\ 




00 



HD 
ND 



no 



.ot "/tven Utilp 



MD 
MO 



NO 



Feachor Explains i'ork and lias 
:.fii Id Do Part of It. 

Another Quid is Ar.sioned to Help 




er|c 




ND I UD 

HD 



;jd 
rjo 



jjd 




oo 



110 jliD 

Kb 



NO I NO 

lib 



iJD 110 
ND 



110 
ND 



03 tjA 

+ + + 





1 







0( 



_L __|__ 

W 0C 



i. 



ND 



01 



00 



02 



rable 4. Process Variables Uncorrected with Product Criteria in Title I 
Schools but Correlated Positively In Non-Title ! Schools. 



Va-iable 






r^'s for 


r's for 




Process Variable 


Criterion 


Title J 


non-Ti He 


4.1 


Criticism Following Wrong Answers - A.M. 


WK 


-23 


43* 


4.2 


Process Feedback Following Wrong Answers - A.M. 


V.'K 


-39 




4.3 


Process Feedback Following Wrong Answers - A.M. 


R 


03 


43* 


4.4 


Process Feedback (across all responses) - A.M. 


WK 


-19 


43* 


4.5 


Process Feedback (across all responses) - A.M. 


R 


08 




4.6 


Process Feedback (across all responses) - A.M. 


AR 


-32 


50** 


4 - 7 


Process Feedback Following Correct Answers - P.M. 


R 


-19 


50'* 



*p <• 10 *«p<.05 



ERIC 



Tabic 5. Process-Product Relationships in Title I and Non-1 i tic I :.u.r ,,|. <( 



Word V/ord Arithmetic Aritnneti 

mber Process Variable Knowledge Discrimination Readi ng Ccnput ot ion Poaj^onJjT^ 



I High Level of Student 
Attention 

Teacher Often Addresses 
Cues t ions or Problems to the 

/hole Class 

Teacher is Task Oriented, 
Doesn't tfasto Time 

F requent Pup i I -to-Pup i I I nter- 
acticn (Class Relevant) 

/. of Time Teachi 
Demons t rates 

•Negative Affect: Criticism, 
-est i I i ty 

Positive Affect: Praise 
Support 



+ + + + 

04 04 10* 07 



05 13* Of 01 00 



+ 




17 I ?A 



07 09* 10* ' 02 0! 



00^ 05^ 01 



59** 



Lectures or 














13 





01 01 01 0.5 



8 Requires High Level of General- 
ization, Inference, or Explanat 
ERJC 05 05 



+ -h- 

16** 04 02 Of 



-f + + +- 

or 05 o* oo 

4- + + + + 



04 00 00 



Table 5, Continued. 



iii r F J rocov^ V ariab le 
ft-npcnir i I / 



6 Other 



V/ord • Word Arithmetic Ari timet i 

iKnow lodno Ul scr i r.i na t i on 1 'ejejd i n-rj Ccmp u taJJ oil M > i • ion inn 



ND 
ND 



ND ND 



nd| 

ND 



l3 . Ru I es Rega rd i nr Phy s I ca I Movement 
Must Always Hot Permission to ^ 
Leave leat 



OC 



One at a Tine Without Per- 
miss ion 



NU | ND 

N£ 



As Many as A or 5 without 
Permission 



Can Ho Ouletly to Specified Places 



ND 
00' 

-50* 



without Perm! ss ion at any Tine 



No Restrictions 



[ID 



15 



00 



00 



Some Children A I lowed Free Move- 
ment but nvt Others 



Er|c 



ND IfiD 

06 



JD 



ND 



ND I ND 

ND 



03 



ND I ND 

ND 



00 



13* 



00 



ND 
03 



ND 



ND 



ND ND 



ND 



ND 



fJD ND ND ND 
ND \D 



v. \ r 

22** 



ND 
14* 



\\KS\ ND 

ND 



ND ND 
tiD 



01 



II* 



00 



00 



00 



00 



ND |ND ND 

05 00 



i.'D 



ND 



•'J I 







-61"' 


ND 




ND 


ND 


ND 


ND 


ND 

1 





\ 



2A* 



ND •<{• 
u ' 



Table S, Continued. 



Word 



Word 



Arithmetic Arithnul k 



f'rcCG',' V r i 1 e 


Know 1 edge 


[Ji ocr if.'ii nation 


On 1 y 'V,n i t r,r % All owf.-d f'reo 








Movement 


NO 
NC 


NU 


ND 

N[ 


ND 


Other 


-43 




-45 


-27 












24* 



C. Punishr^on+s Used by Teacher 
Stay after School 



16 Spankinq 



7 Writing Sentences on Board 




8 Isolation within the Classroom 



+ 

or 



0 Removal from the Classroom 




00' 



0 Note to Parents 



9 

ERIC 



ND llJD 

ND 



ND IND ND IliU 

ND ND 

+ 4- 



, 2 * 



07 



07 





ND I ND 

Nl5 



NU 
N 



ii 



18* 



02 



01 



00 



01 







NU 


ND 



ND 



:iu 



NDIND 

ND 



NU IND 

NU 



NU 
ND 



ND 



ND 



ND 



ND ,'JD 



ND 



or J 



NU IND 

Nu 



Table 5, Cont i nued . 



Word 



Word 



Ar i thmot i c Ar i thnot i c 



;er Process Variab le 

! >.jr,'j to f r i r.cipa I 



Knov/ 1 edge Discr i mi nation Ftoijdi ng Ccrnputa t ion f^cfiiooni nq 

"- + + "+ + 

00 01 00 00 



2 Lxtra Reading, Math, L"tc, 
Work 



3 Peer Pressure (e.g. "You lost 
the race for your group,") 

A Scold ina 



4-4- 

0I 00 

+ 



>3** 



01 



00 



00 



02 



1 5* 



00 



6 Other 



05 
22 I 29 



00 



05 



01 



I 

I0» 



01 



0. Rewards Used by Teacher 
Classmates Clao or Cheer 



8 Special Pr ivi leges 




9 

ERIC 



25** ?5* 29** 39** 

47+-+- + 

01 01 03 00 



NDI NO NO | ND tJD |ND NDlND HD \UV 

04 00 01 02 01 



00 



05 



5 Discussion of Incident (No 


36 






-60 


44* 


Scolding) 








\ 


/ 



Table 5, Con1 i nucd, 

i 



Word 



Word 



Ar i thmet ic Ari timet i 



i mber Process Variable 

29 Waiver or Reduction of 

Ass ignmentr> 

30 Symbols (Stars, Smilinfl 
Faces, etc.) 

3 1 Token Redeemable for other 
Rewards 



06 



ND ND 
NC 



32 Concrete (Candy, Money, 
Prizes) 

» Jobs (Monitor, Helper, Eraser 
C leaner) 



00 



ND 
ND 



ND 



34 



Public Recognition (Gets to Read 
or Work Problem on Board) 



03 



35 Other 



rg E. Appropriateness of Assignments 
Too Short or Easy 

er|c 



Di scrimi nation 






ND 
Nl 


\ID 


OC 


i 


ND 
NC 


J ND ; 


03 




ND 
fJD 


ND 


01 




J 




H 

03 





_J_ 

NDJND 



ND I ND 

ND NU 



02 



00 



ND 



NU I ND 

nd 



02 



ND 



ND 



ND ND 
ND 



07 



00 



Oi 



00 



27 


/ : 




X 


10 


* 



f;L> 



vn* 



ND ND 



ND 



4- 



V; 



Table 5, Cont i nuod . 



mber Pro c ess Variable 

37 Boring, Repetitive, Monotonous 



Vtord Word Arithmetic Arithnet 

Knowledge Discrimination Koad i ng Co t nputat ion Reason 1 »n 



20* * 00 



17* 



38 Too Hard: Students Can't Get 
Started or Continually 

Deed Help 

39 Continues Activity Too Long, 
until It Gets Boring 

40 iJo Inappropriate Assignments 



+ + 

01 02 



04 



00 




01 



20 



40 2b 



44* 



4 I 



09 05 

F. Distractions: What Do Students Do When not Working? 
Use Washroom 



16** 12* 



-£2 



Repeatedly Get Supplies for Free 
Time Act i vities 



43 Watch Heading Croup or other 
Activity 

; Tai k 



9 

ERIC 



_J | | _|_ 



01 



01 



00 



02 



Ou 



CO 



00 


01 

-59** 




00 


OC 


0! 






















00 




03 




00 




00 


02 










-27 | -35 


-31 


-40" 




A 

24' 


k 


i 

1 

00 


1 


~r 

i2* 


1 7* » II 





00' 



Table 5, Continued. 



Word Word Ar i thmet tc 

T.uor Process Variab I o Know lodge Discrim i nation Read ing Cornpu t at ion 

**s Play 




Da yo ream 



+ + + 

00 05 00 

+ 4- +4^ 

03 00 0G 02 



/•7 Ask for telp or Look flore Ciosely 
«j1 '/firfc on Board 

48 Jisrupt other Students 




00" 20* 05 



00' 01 01 00 

39 Other 



\ I I h 



-23 1 -4'J 



/ \ 



15* 03 i3*' 

Pi. Student Attitudes toward the Teacher 




50 When having Trouble Students 
Concentrate or Seek Help 

51 .inen ha v Inn Trouble, Students 
Merely Copy from Neighbor 

2 Students Work as Wei I When not 



-f -h-h+ 

02 01 00 01 

-6B*«|-I0 -68««|-I0 



I 



Ofj 14* 05 Oi 



i.'atchoa a«j ..'hen Watched 
ERJC 01 01 27*« 02 



-4- 



Table 5, Continued. 



Word V/ord Ar i thmet i c 

Knowledge Uiscrir ri i nation Hea d i np Coro p u ta iiMoj i 

H — I — h ~f~ 



Ari ft ifii.' I k 
f<i-;i',',-i)iM'i 



04 



00 



00 



5/. T.tuaents Seem Anused by Teacher 



00 



H — I — h 

oo oo ci 



CtudrTits Seen to Tear Teacher 




Z-C r . t»j<Joritc Cce^'. to Respect" 

TodChrr 



+ 
++ 



19 113* 07** I 05 



04 



57 



02 02 
V^e Time Materials Available (Not Necessarily Used) 



.locks 










F 




19' 





0J 




if. Lonrnif'- Confers (Any) 



b'J l istcrirv (.er.tefs 




02 



00 



01 



+ + + + + 

Or 04 04 00 'I 

00 00 00 15*. 

H-H-- 



Table 5, Continued. 



Word Word Arithmetic AritnnuH 

jr.it r Process Variab le Knowledge Discrimination Read i ncj Comput at ion R eason * tk: 



ncT r .rco Jcnonstrril-ions or 



I # "-2 LI her L^nrnirKj Centers 



t 7 i (.olorinr; Pictures 



64 Painting, Art Activities 



C7 ;.on-lr.sf ructions 1 ^nes 



:8 Aquarium, other Looking 
Cxnibits 



Lxpcr irer.ts j ^ |^ j j Uii 

02 19* 01 00 



■ H — I — I — h 

oo oo 02 o/; 

+ 4-- 

00 05 01 01 00 

i f~ t|t H~" 

0<r 09 ic* oi 



65 


Games, <Anv) 
















Instructional Gan.es 










1 






^7 + 

20* 00 

+++ 

0C 01 01 

+ + + 

02 05 02 

H I h 

00 0C 02 





01 



Table 5, Continued, 



Lcr Process '/ariakte 



Word Word 
Knowledge [Jiscrlffilnation Reod i n* 



Ar i t hrnot f c Art Hint- 1 f 
Computet ? on P» •<-) -,ori J r jh 



=f + + + 



Learning Centers (Any) 



/I Ur-tenin<- Centers 



72 visual (Picture Files, Film- 
strips) 

7 T Ccicr.ce Dcr orstratlons or ^ 
Lx ;• e r i r.enTs 

11 her Learn inn Centers 



/S* Co I or inn Picture 



K Paint in". Art Activities 



9 

ERIC 



oi 




04 



OI 



J j |_ 

04 Oi 0U 

H r 

0I ©0 




CO" I 02 



04 



00 



oa 



07 



+ 4- 

22» 22«» 



oc 



04 00 00 02 



■it 




01 



01 



Of 




20» 



00 



T.i Mo >, Continuod. 



Word V/ord Aril hmo 1 i c Ari 1 1 in*.* t i 

r.Lti Process Variable Knowledge 0 I scrini nation R oadi ng Cornput jt ion -R easoni ng 

/7 %urr^ti (Any) 



7-i I nstruct ional Gomes 



-f- + 

02 00 

H~ H — h 



JO 



02 02 15** M 




79 Non- instructional (Janes 



00 03 00 00 



80 Aquariums, Other Looking. Exhibits 



01 19** 01 

il Use of Poor Tutor inn 



+ + + - 

or oi oo li 



iorcwork besides 














15* 





03 G 

i Teacner Sonet fnes Underreacts to 
Centred V rob lens, so Serious 

Problems n» Onresoived 02 ~ j 5 * 0 , , jy , ;b 

Typical Af fecticnateness Level 



02 


r 


-52" 


It 


X 




15* 




4- 



02 



03" 00 00 2'*" 



9 

.ERJC 07 02 zy« y. 0i 



7«jL>Ic I, Cont i nuod. 



Word Word Arithmetic A^itnwti 

nb€ ^ Process Variable Knowledge Qtscrini nation Headi no C om putiit i<m Kcsisoninf, 



Most Intense Affection Lxpresston 



4/1 




Observed V y I I I ^ 



H — h + 



v :ost Intense Negative Affect 
Observed 



i I h 



03 03 13 

Solidarity with Class: Teacher 
Identifies, Promotes "Wc* 1 




Feel ing 

Patient and Supportive When 
Correcti ncj 



Students Allowed Choice in 
Assi gnments 

Accepts Student Ideas and/or 
Integrates then Into 



00 00 15 04 




n 



Adr;-? Own Mistakes; Laughs at 
Self or wses Occasion to 



4-tIt 4- + 



25 


47« 




r 



to Child's Levei 

ErJc M * 08 '5 00 



00 05 08 'jr.** 



33* 03 37» GO 

J I j_ _|_ 

04* 00 13 00 00 

H r~ 



discussion 3|*« 28** M ?|' y 



ieach or Motivate 00 22** CI 07 04 

Usually 3ends Closo, Gets Down 25 1 47 



Tabic Lontitnucd. 



V/ord Word Aritlimolit; Arithrwli. 

Process Variab le Knowledg e Discrimination fteii dinc) Compu te I ion Ivm ^-ninr- 



"jces ~c 3*ats to C^eck Work; 
Doesn't Ltriy at Desk 

It usually Speaks to Individuals 
rather than Whole Class 

\2 Uses Acvance Organisers In 
Introducing ActJvItfes 

13 Cives Complete, Detailed In* 
struct ions; Prevents Errors 
before They Happen 

14 students Eaqer to Respond; No 
Fear 



H I I r 

00 01 IC 0/ 



00 25* 02 oa 



oi 



J J I 1 M 

07 04 13 Jfi* 





+ + 



04 13 ' 41" 



+ + + + 




^TpT I/j^T 

IQ* TO* 



03 06 07 OA 0U 

15 Teacner Waits Patiently if Student 
^oesn't Respond Promptly 

02' 16* 14 02 

io Non-Conpeti ti ve Atmosphere; 
Uo Signs of Eagerness to See 
Others Fai I 



Or 23* 34** 45** 3C»* 



7 Students Allowed to Work in Co- 
operative Groups . , i A 1,1 . i I l 

33** 19* 32* (8* 40' 

ERIC ... 



Taole 5, Continued, 



Process Variable 
Teacher Recognized Good 

Think inn Even When It Doesn't 

lead tc 'Ri^hf* Answors 

Derrccnitic Leadership Style: 

Students Share in FManninn 

and Decision Making 

Few Restrictions on Students 
juring Seatwork Periods 



21 Students Expected to Care for 
Leeds without Getting 
Permi ssion 

77. Teacher Concerned with Substantive 
Content, net Form, or Student 
Responses qj 

\ Teacher Stresses Factual Realism, 
Rejects or Corrects Childish 
Ideal isr- 00 
24 Teacher Credibi 1 ity; Students 
Seem to Believe and P^spect 



Vford Word Arithmetic Arittvnoti 

Know ted go Discrimination Headinc) Co m put ation Roason?ri< 



20»* 24* 




01 




Teacher 



+ 



0! 




03 



04 




14 m 



; Showmanship: Teacher is Melo- 
dramatic, Expressive, Gushy, 
ER J C Dtive 



+ + + 

01 01 15 




18* 



c.) 



4- 



07 



r\r\ 



+ + 



TaDle 5, Continued. 



tl6- Process Variable 

Teacher Gets Attention before 

Starting, Doesn't Try to 

Talk over Din 

7.1 Chaotic, Unplanned, Poorly 
Scheduled 



Teacher Seems Confident, Self- 
Assured 

Politeness: Teacher Regularly 

'riys T'Knso/' "Thank You/ etc. 

High Concern about Achievement 



Word Word Arithmetic A.-itnnetli 

Knowledge Discrimination Reading Computation Reason inn 



09 



05 

+ 

05 

+ 

oo' 



l> loor ir; Attractive 



20 



07 



"J 1~~ ? 

05 15 2 








22 










If * 

h 






55*1 


||4 



12* 



Teacher ^ives Much Lncouragement 
to T'tudonts 

: toom is Uncrowded 



erJc 



-f + 

oo oo 



34 



«« 



I6«« 



13 



00 



r 




Tabic 5, Continued. 



fcer Process Variab le 

Teacher Explains KuJes or de- 
cisions When Reasons aren f t 
Obvious 

55 Teacher Well Organized, Pre- 
pa red 

SO Teacher Reoularly Monitors 
Class, Knows What f s Going 

On 

£7" Smooth, Efficient Transitions* 
Little Tine Wasted 

\8 Monitors Determined "Automat- 
ically" by a Systematic 

Procedure 

>B "Busy," Cluttered Classroom 



2 iTuce^Tc CcnnJiant, 



i Teacher Gives Overly Explicit. 
Repetitive Directions 

EELC... 



Word 
Knowledge 



Word Arithmetic Arfthnotfc 

Dlscriini nation Read i no Computation Reasoning 



32 



J6 



41 



50 



42 



22* » 



34 


31 


12 


« 


50 


47* 




64" 15 



14 



00 



+ 





If 







14 



10* 



05 




00 




-47* 



I 



00 



+ 



02 



03 



Table 5, Continued. 



r.i- r Process Variab le 

.'oil L^Ttij/l r ;;icd ''cutincs 

lininizo Interruptions; Roon 

-:uns "Automatical I y' 1 
j A. Time Uti I ization 

% Total Tine Structured by 

Teacher 

% Structured Tine in Language 
Arts 



% Structured Tine in Math 



Structured Tine in Art 



structured Tine in 
jpel I ing 

\j Structured Tine in Reading 

Groups 

)i Structured Tine in Social 
Studies 



ERJC 



V/ord Word Arithmetic /.r i ttinrjt i 

Knowledge Dl scr irni not ion jtejjdi nc^ Cot nput ation Ue znon i rvg 



08 05 

4- 

01 






3U 1-33 54* 1 -34 




13 




or 



+ + 

06 00 




01 



/ \ ' IN 





00 



21 1 34 










13* 




-oyfce** 











13* 



DC, 



22* 01 27** 39* 



* 



00 01 00 00 



0^ 



Of" 



42 140* 



2V 



1/ 



-43* 



00 



Table 5, Continued. 



f'roco v, Var i 

,^ jtrjciurod lino in Tran- 
sitions 

/j Structured Tine in Morning 

rc.cut i ne 



Structured Tine in Special 
Activities 



Word Word 
Knowled ge U Jscr i j no I ion Kcn m Unr^ 




Ar i I hmc tic; A r t 1 1 if 
Lorri|MJ I .) I i on iU.M'.c n 

4 4 



00 



06 



~. Methods Used to Call Attention 
oays Nothing, V/aits for Quiet 



Raps uesk Lightly, Uses 
i*orna I Voice 

"immick (Light Flick, Bell, 

C! icker) 

Raises Voice Over the Din 







12' 





01 



3 


j 45* 












22** 


01 




1 






-1 

02 


r 






0G 








21 


04 





Raises Voice and Singles Out 

individuals 
9 

ERIC 



01 



+ + ++4 

oi 02 oo c: 

+ +-4-+ 4 

01 00 
04^ 0*1 



01 



4 



4-4- 

06 01 

4 + 44 

02 07 03 01 

"T | I I f~ 



U/. 



00 



00 



00 



C2 



00 



Table l>, Con I iriuocJ. 



"ler Process Variable 



Word V/ord Arithmetic Arilhnutic 

Know ledge Pi scr imi nation Reading Computation Reason inn 



I'- Shouts, becomes Annry, or 
Scolds Class 

17 Shouts, Becomes Angry, or Scolds 
J ndi vidua I s 



./niGpors or Spooks loft I y to 
Nearby Pupils (at First) 



+ + + 

00 01 00 



03 



401-30 



02 02 0} 



r 



20** 



61** 



22** 



04 



19 



Other (includes any tiiethod not 
I isted above) 



01 



20 



C. Lstinated % of Students Paying Attention 



13 



16 



01 



47* 



19* 



03 



21 



03* 

L. What Does the Teacher Do When a Ch ( 
Stops What She's Doing, Explains » 



-01 



Oft 



21 



02 



05* 

Id Doesn't Understand 



OS) 



00 



00 



?2 


Delays Chifo then Explains Later ] 

-66*' 


| 52** 






F 



3i** 



00 



Delays, But tnen Fails to Follow 
Up 



ERIC 



05* 02 



O'J 



01 



01 





-22 


-58** 




-43 


- 4 '> * 


OC 




20 


j -41 


*- 






30 


-42 








19* 


V 

14 


— - 1 

\/ 




n 

02 


r 


H 

00 


M 

00 





Table 1/, Con1 i nuod. 



^ir Process Variable 

24 Asks Another Child to 

Exp lain 

25 Scolds Chi Id for Not 
Understand! nn 

Encourages Child but Hives no 
Help 



11 Refuses Help ("You're on your 
own.") 

?G Sencs Child to Aide or ether 
/'dult 

\'J Other (includes any method not 
I isted above, ) 



Word V/ord Arithmetic ArithrK;ti 

Knowledge Discrimination Read i ng Ccnputot ion Reaoon? nn 



17 



16 



32** 



41* 



04* 



H — h 

00 02 
04 02* 



22* 



03 



01 



05 




+ + + 



00 



00 



05 



ND (ND 

ND 



NDJ NO 

ND 



ND I NO ND | NO 

ND ND 



IIDI ND NDIND 



ND 



ND ND ND 

Teacher Goes to Child's Desk to Give Help, Doesn't Stay at Desk 



ND ND 
ND 



+ 



ND 



02 



04 08 01 05 

F. What Teacher Does When Child is St tuck While Readino in Reading Group 



i reives «ord 

ERLC 



s iTMjcK wni le Readino 
01 00 



02 



1 1 



03 



00 



NO I ND 

NlJ 



ND • 
ND 



0/ 



12L 



54 



13 



Table 5, Continued, 





Process Variable 


Word 
Know 1 edge 


32 


»* I yea r i i 3 i wUUNU or jY 1 1 oil 1 9 










i 




33 


Child Starts Sentence or 


IB 


22 



Word 



Ar i I hmot ic 



Arithnufk 
R oaooni nr j 



+ + + 

00 00 Oi 



32" 



Paragraph Over 



34 Gives Context Clue or 



Definition 



35 Asks Another Child to Give Word 



56 Gives Clue Unrelated to Sound 
or Meaning {''It's one of our 
new words. 15 ) 

57 Teils Child to Skip, Go to Next 
Wore 

Other (includes any method 
not I i sted above) 



ERIC 



4- 



04* 



00 





01 



3I« 



-1 4) -44* 



00 18 



+ 



00 

-17 f-52* 



0! 



15 



-2i 



^ 1^ 

25" 



-61 «« -02 



-56* { 



23 



26 




46* 


-95* 


35 




< 





07 



NO 



NO 

NO 



no 



NDIND nd Ind no Ind NO I NO 



ND 



NO 



ND 



NO 



ND 
ND 



ND 



+ ++ + 



♦Per process Variable 

Select i r.n Respondents to Questions 
I Preselects Respondent before 

Asking Oueoticn 0^ 
I Calls on hon-Volunteer 



Word Word Arithmetic Arith.meti 

Knowledge Discrimination Kcadi no Ccmputat ion Rojis^njma 



02 



CaJ Is on Volunteer 



21 39 -15 J 50** 



\ 



17* 



Prggess Questions/Process + 
Product OuestJons 

Choice Questions/Process + 
Product + Choice 

C. Quality of Children's Answers 
£ Correct 



l> Part-Correct 



9 

ERIC 




45 1-35 

/|\ 

16* 



14 



23** 21 * 00 



01 



-55** |5b«* -2hhC** 



24* 42* 33** 



23 



Student Ca II s Out Answers 










> > 


07* 


32 




b. Difficulty LeveJ of Questions 







or 




0I 1 


63** 


-05 


62**| 


1 


n 

02 



t£ + -f 

26** 01 05 

4" H — T 

10 0! 00 

4- + + 

02 06 Of, 



+ + 

07 16 

+ 



00 




Tabic 5 # Continued. 



iLL f ° rcc0 ^^ Variable 



Word Word Arithmetic Aritfmeti 

Knowledge Discr ifai nation Rea ding Ccr nput at ion Reasonin g 



24** or 



27** 26* 



02 



i0 „ "Don't Know'' 



31** 03 











17* w/ 





! i % ^o Response 



27* 24* 



4S** 


30** 


33* 


1 


66* \ -21 






r 


✓k 






13 




28** 



Teacher Reactions to Correct Answers 
12 Prat se 



+ + ++ 4- 

05 00 06 00 05 



17 Crfticisinn For Callino Out 



13 Failure to Give Feedback 



1 4 Process Feedback 



J 5 Lew Question 



ERLC 



ND 




NO 




00 




-08 












-50* ' 













WD IND 

WD 



ND J WD 

WD 



UD I fJD 



nd |nd 

ND 



31 



z 1 > 



39** 27** 



02 

+ 

01 



-2E 



-07 


17* 


\ 






II* 



1 1 



OJ 



21* 
-79* 12 

00 



Table 5, Continued. 



Word 



Word 



Ar i I bmot ic Ar i timet • 



mbcr Process Variable 



failure to Give Feedback 



Process Feedback 



I Gives the Answer 



2 Ca 1 1 s on Sonconc (. I 



5 Another Student Calls Out 
tho Answer 

* Repeats, Perhrases, or Asks 
:iew Question 





L. Teacher f 


<ca c t i ( jns to Pa rt-Correct 


\nswers 
















Praise 






1 


1 












no 


no 


NO 




NO 


NO 


NDi 


lib 






NL 




NO 




NO 


IjD 


)*> 


Criticism 






















15 


49* 


20 


17 


30 


51* 


42 


21 























24 



17* 



29** 



20* 









NO 


NO 


NO 
NO 


NO 


iC 


2a 


43 


-04 


22 1 


« 


18* 


> 


-04 


24 













no i no no i nl 

no ; 



51* 



39* 



00 



21" 



51 




+ 



20* 



05 



ERIC 



20 18 
27*^ 20 



ND 
NU 



H r 



01 




TflOU; t>, Conl inucd. 



r&fcr Process Variable 
15 Repeats Question 



Word 



Word 



Ar J t hroefric Ari tunc- 1 ic 



Knowledg e Piscrimi nation Rcadi no Com put ation JuM'/nlnn 
50 1-49* 



39** 



/C ftephra^es or Gives Clue 



-10 



30* 



3 



?7 Asks ;.'cw Ouosticn 



20 

* . Teacher Fractions to Wrong Answers 

26 "raise 



? Critic I r»n 



v f I u r r : to r »I vo Fee f \ \»a c k 



>1 iVocoss Redback 



-60** 


-01 


10 




-23 


43* 


\ 


/ 


22 


K 


UD 




rjo 




-39 


43* 


\ 


/ 



24** 



^ 'mv-s the Answer 



9 

ERIC 



15 



41* 



IC 



03 



01 



UD 

no 



;jl> 



05 



36** 39** 



LI*/ 

42* 



34 


40 




r 



d7 + 



''3' 



41" 46** 



-13 



16 



17** 



26" 



-00 I 4G* 41 



16' 



tii) 



li'O 



03 



Nl 

46* 



nO 



31** 
75* | 27 

27* 



03 



12 



10 



05 



00 



■J7 



TiiLIc i> # Continued. 



ber Process Variable 



Word Word Arithmetic Arithmetic 

Knowledge Discrimination Roodi n y Comput ation Revise , nine 



Oi 



05 



>'* Another Student Calls Out the 
Answer 

t> Repeats, Kenhrases, or Asks 

hew "u^stion 





01 



01 



C Repeats Question 




7 Rephrases or Gives Clue 



Asks i:e*.: ' 'w .~tion 



+ + 

09 03 

+ 4- 



00 00 
r :. Vc oChcr Sections to " I Don't Know" or tio Response 

ilri tfci 5' 



+ 

0b 



-4- 

I 



c -. j . IJur'- *' "fvo Feec't)ac : ; 



ERIC 





17** 



00 



-30 !-30 -17 1-53** 



- 1 7 l-5a3* 
21* 



If! 





20 






\ 
















31 










3r 


K "CI 

>* ■ »j 


«« 


0'. 


j 




- 1 







01 



IJD 
46* 



0* 




r 'roces'-p VariaMe 



j /•* > -mc /-newer 



C^JIi or. \cr-cor:c n I r>e 



/f.orn^r furjent Colls Out 



V/ord Word Ari thmd ic Ari thrift k 

Knowledoe Discrim i nation Hood ing Computot ion Ro< iron ing 

+ + + 4~ 



09 



04 



00 



05 



-IfJ 



4- 



00 



-'jl** -24 



05 



-34 -III 



14 Repeats, Rcphmsos, or /Wks 










,\'cw Ouost * on 
















ie 




•'3 Repeats Tucsrion 


14 


30 








24' 


/ 


















06 




H 

16 




iV Asks i.'ew '^uostlon 






_l 






53* 




39** 



37** 



-37 I 13 

12* 



4fi** 



0/ 



01 



+ 



If. 



00 



T<i.»'-ntr 'teactUns Cc&lnoU across All Response Opportunltic 



Pral se 



9 

ERIC 



02 



H- 

01 



L'2 



01 



0J 




5* 



+ 4- 



Of 
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'J I 













f.D 


UD 


I 'J 
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30 


02 





Tabic b t Continued. 



-.b£- Process Vari ab le 



Word Word Ar i thmet i c 

Knowledge Dis criwi nation Reod i no Ccnputat ion 



P -i tnnet ic 

Reason 1 nn 
— . i, 



00 



20** 



25' 



oo 



//■ i'or.oat, iicphmoo, or tJov/ 
Question of tor foilurfj to 
Answer Correctly 

^opeats Oue-^ticn af+cr Tailure 
to Answer Correct 1 y 



22** 



I3*« 



34** 



29** 



27** 



25* 



00 



00 



A 


Gives the Answer after Failure . 




02 


48** 




to Answer Correct Iv 






/ 




o*» 



4 


43* 




(Mi 


55** 


-71 


34 --»2 


50 *ft 




/ 








/ 


\ 


/ 


\ 


/ 


1 9** 


02 




31 


ft* 


II 


X 




59** 








1 


! 








05 


\ 


/ 






1 












14 




01 




12 










37 


52** 


54** 


2<'J 










- J*> 


4 5* 






0 











13* 



+ "h + 



00 





27** 


23* 


21 


ft 


04 








5 Calls cn Another Student after 












[47* 


H 


V 




h 


Failure to Ansv/er Correctly 












V 












05 




06 




26* 


05 




04 


0 Another Student Calls Out Answer 




|-48«* 


15 


-50** 


30 | 


[-56** 


-04 


-44* 


-37 


-40 


after Failure to Answer 


j 




/ 


\ 




\ 










rn?r Tect ? ly 






24* 




34** 


09 




14* 



Table 5, Continued. 



Process Variable 



Word V/ord Arithmetic Arithmetic 

Know I edge Oiscrirn? nation Roadi ng Comput at ton H casonin q 



1. Cedent response Cfir- r, rtunit les 






[47*« 


Response Onportunf t ies/Tota 1 ^ 








\| 





Teacninp Tine 44** 
J. Student Initiated Questions (SIQ 1 
SIO's Irrelevant 



-I . ' s Cal led Out 



' 'raise cf Guest ion lifter 
Relevant >I0 



I criticism of Question after 
Relevant Sin 



^ Relevanr SIO's not Accepted 



Relevant SIO's Given Brief 



Q dback 

ERIC 



MD IND 



110 
ND 



NO 



2 i Relevant SIO's Delayed 








ND 


ND 




ND 





25« 



25* 



+ + + + 

00 00 00 05 

H-4-- 

01 00 



NO llJD 

ND 



NO f JO 

ND 



ND 
ND 



ND 
ND 



ND 



ND 

ND 



ND NO 
ND 




ND 
NO 



ND ND 




04 00 

"T" i 

00 06 



-75' 


55 «« 


\ 


/ 




4- 



03 



05 



12 



Tabic 5, Continued, 



1/pr Process Variable 

>?> 2 Relevant SIO r £ Given 

Lonn Feedback 



36 i Pe levant 3lQ f s Kedirected 
to Class 



Word Word Arithmetic Ari timet ic. 

Knovi lodge Pi serin i nat ion Koadi ng Com put ation Hea^on^ijin^j 



i>4 



32** 



1 1 1 ±r __| |_ 

06 02 03 



05 



03 



05 



17** 



72 £ Irrelevant SIO Delayed 

ERIC 



ND IND 

ND 



ND 
ND 



ND 



ND 110 

nl 



ND ND 

:J5) 



42 



-45*1 



03 09 
-78*1 -02 -iy** 



04 



r.7 


rjfchav i ora I n raiso of Relevant 








L _L 






SIO 


ND 






Mi j 


ND 


ND 


ND 


1 lib 




< * 






NC 




NC 




ND 


ND 








behavioral Criticism of 
Relevant 'J 10 
























ND 

ND 


ND 


ND 
NC 


ND 


ND 

til 


ND 

) 


ND 
Nl 


UD 

) 


ND 

Nl 


ND 




^ehavioral 'warning after 
























Relevant S 1 n , 


ND 


ND 


ND 


ND 


ND 


ND 


ND 




ND 1 


ND 






ND 








ML 


) 


ut 








Criticism of Ouesiion after 
























Irrelevant SIO 


ND 
ND 


ND 


ND 
ND 


ND 


ND 

NC 


ND 


ND 
NC 


ND 

) 


ND 

Nl 


UD 

J 


7i 


r Irrelevant 510 Given No 
























feedback 


ND 


ND 


ND 


ND 


ND 


ID 


NL) 


UD 


ND 


ND 






ND 




ND 




ND 


IJ0 


ND 



ND ND 
ND 



Tublo !>, (-ont itiuuU. 



Word 



Word 



Arithmetic An thnet ic 



o'er Process Variable 
'3 ~> Irrelevant S 10 Given Grief 

Feedback 

f A % Irrelevant S!0 Given 
Lonn Feedback 

r-j ;: Irrelevant 310 Hot 
Accepted 



Knowledge Pi scr im i nation Rea di no Computation Reason inn 



~J — 1 — H + 

19 ■ 3{J 13 04 




NO ND 
NO 




;<d 



ND 

« 

ND 



iO 



ND 
ND 



ND 



,'D fND 



lib 



ERIC 



oo 



04 



16* 



^ 3 





£ Irrelevant SIO Redirected 
























to Class 
























ND 


ND 


ND 


ND 


ND 


ND 




iJL 


ND 


ND 






ND 




ND 




no 


NL 




ND 


7 


Behavioral Criticism After 












| ND 












Irrelevant S J 0 


ND 


fJD 


ND 


ND 


ND j 




ND 


UD 


ND 


ND 






ND 




ND 




ND 




ND 


NL 


J 




;;ehcjvioral darning after 


1 


1 . 




















Irrelevant SJQ ND |NU 

NO 

K. Sttidont Initiated Public Interactions 


nd| 

ND 


[ ND 


ND 
IJD 


ND 


IJD 
ND 


ND 


ND 

iii 


riD 




Student Initiated comments and 


-07 


_49«* 


1 




04 | 


-39* 




-47** 








,»ucst ions/To ta 1 Response 
Opportunities 


12* 


* 


k 

0 

1 

02 


1 

1 

14 


* — 

1 


/ 

IC 


\ 


OS 






L. Srudont initiated Comments 




k 










69 


-09 


74* 




bo 


t> SIC's Relevant 















05 



Table 5, Continued, 



Process Varia ble 

1 j I C s Ca I led Out 

2 Praise or Comnent after 
Relevant SIC 

7 > Relevant 3 iC's Given Uo 

Feedback 

4 Relevant SIC's Delayed 



5 l ,\ Relevant SIC's Hot Accepted 

6 *jL Relevant SIC's Accepted 

7 Relevant SIC's \nt on rated 
into 'mgcussiop. Tor. ic 

- \ Relevant 3 ! C f ^ ;/hlch Cause 
* Sh i f t in ~op ic 

ERLC 



Word Word Arithmetic Arithmetic 



Knov/ledge 


Discrirrii nation 


Read i ng 


Computot i on 


Reason i nn 




1 




1 






-33 




- 


h 


MM 


h 


u 












02 




03 




■ 31 


H 


2] 


>* 


1- 




NO 


[•ID 


MD 


UD ■ 


NO 


IJU 


ND 


NO 


ND 


NO 


UD 




UD 
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NC 
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OA 
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Of 


02 


1 1 




NO 


NO 


NO 


NO 


NO 


NO 


ND 
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NO 
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no 




no 




■JD 














61* 


-47** 












/) 






/ 
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*\ 


21 




3|l 




00 




27** 


32 


** 


















95** 


\2 














r 








01 




00 




00 




29** 
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-68* 


08 












2 'J 


-Vj* 


72 














\ 








OA 




02 




00 




23** 


0! 










-03 


-40 


34 


















\ 


/ 










03 




14 
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•A 




0- 





I.iLle % j 9 { *ou \ i nu'.'J. 



tec Process Variable 

?? Behavioral Praise after 

Relevant SIC's 

>0 Behavioral Criticism after 
Relevant GIC's 



i\ behavioral Warning after 
Relevant SIC : s 

)2 Praise of Connent after 
Irrelevant SIC T s 

>3 £ I rro levant' Z IC'o Hi von No 
rood back 

)A Irrelevant olC''*, Delayed 



Word Word Arithmetic Ari tnriotlc 

Knowledge Discrimi nation Read i ng Conputat ion Reoccni 



ND 
ND 



ND SID 
ND 



ND 



06 



Irrelevant 5IC 1 :; iiot Accepted 72*1-22 



72* 


[-22 




r 



01 



ND I ND 

ND 



>6 ;.* Irrelevant :ic's Accepted 



ERIC 
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01 
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ND 
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ND 
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ND 
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Lis. 
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ND 



no Jnd 
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Toble 5, Continued, 



I 



Word 



Word 



Ar i thmet ic Ari thnwtcc 



;c-r Process Variab le 

iT<;!';varr "ICS lnt*vjroted 
into Ji ',cus*j ion Topic 

Irrelevant CIC's Which 
"ausc a Shift in Topic 



^dviorni i,r\ ticisn 
after Irrelevant 'JIC's 

/.havicn I «' f -j rr. i r.r- nf tor 
Irrolfi ' if/o 

M . Self and opinion Questions 
Self Huost ions/Process + Produc 
Choice* • ueition'; 

Sci- ^JCGtionG Which Were 
f jDjec-- , ViT*fcr Eclated 



33 , # So If Questions ^elated to 
°C;rsona I Preference 

4 Opinion ^uest ionr»/Process + 
Product + Choice Questions 

ERIC 



Know (edge Discrimination WcuO i no Ccmpu t at ion f V v iooni n o 
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ND 
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01 

— 


h 


20 

+ 
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I 
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-34 1-39* 
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m .ce. ' Process Variable 
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b/ Praise 



Word Word Arithmetic Arithmetic 

Knowledoe Discrimination Read i nu Computation Reasoning 
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ND 
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NU 


ND 

ur 


ND 
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Tabic 5, Continued. 



afcr Process Variable 
i i f of Private Work Contoctr, 
| Student Initiated 

114 £ Student Initiated Contacts 
De I ayed 

| 

15 £ Student Initiated Contacts 
Given Briat Feedback 

t r ) £ Student Initiated Contacts 
Given Long Feedback 



17 ?, Student Initiated Contacts 
involving Personal Concerns 



4 9 f Student Initiated Requests 
Delayea 

20 * Student Initiated Requests 
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O 
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Know I edge Discrimi nation Read i ng Comput ation Reason inn 
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Tablo 5, Continued. 
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